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This study sought to determine students’ satisfaction with technology, particularly Wi-Fi,
and how it may impact retention at one university in the southeast. Differences in satisfaction
were analyzed for students who planned to stay versus those who planned to leave, transfer
versus native students, and for students of various ages, genders, races, and classifications.
Analyses were done to examine the data quantitatively. Significant differences were found
between the perceptions of satisfaction with Wi-Fi internet services of native students and
transfer student in several categories. Most of the students examined in this study (88.0%)
planned to return to the same school with approximately 12.0% of students indicating that they
did not plan to return to the same school. The students also provided the reasons for their
unwillingness to return to this school. The reasons provided by the students were personal
finances, location, family reasons, issues with faculty, staff, or student, tuition cost, graduated,
feeling of loneliness, COVID-19, internship, personal problems, decided to transfer, needed a
break, and the fact that they did not like the school.
Technology is a major factor in the academic structure as faculty, staff, and students rely
heavily on technology. Investing in stable Internet/Wi-Fi in the classroom and offices can
support enrollment and retention. Retention of students is considered one of the greatest

weaknesses in distance education. Retention is a function of collaboration of institutional,
personal, and social factors. Retention is a major factor when measuring an institution’s
accountability, effectiveness, and quality. Overall, students were very satisfied with the quality
of Wi-Fi on campus, and no differences in satisfaction were found between students who
planned to return and those who did not. Transfer students were more satisfied with W-Fi on
campus than were native students. Satisfaction with Wi-Fi on campus was higher for older
students, female students, and graduate students. There were no differences in satisfaction with
Wi-Fi on campus for students based on race.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Many institutions are required to use the United States (U.S.) Department of Education’s
methods to track the success of their students to determine retention and graduation rates
(McAleer & Szakas, 2010). Student retention in postsecondary institutions is becoming a
significant area of concern as graduation rates have declined over the last decade (Talbert, 2012).
The research addresses issues from student enrollment and retention to introducing programs and
strategies to assist students with completing their education successfully (Talbert, 2012).
Literature also provides a “foundation to understand why some students leave while others
persist but has recently started to translate this knowledge into measures that policymakers and
institutions can use to enhance student retention” (Borgen & Borgen, 2015, p. 507). It is also
noted that “many students regret their choice of program or institution, and that is one of the
most important reasons for dropout” (Borgen & Borgen, 2015, p. 507).
According to Britto & Rush (2013), “Poor retention rates have a negative impact on the
institution's and student's financial resources as well as the local economy” (p. 30). Institutions
have an interest in ensuring that students graduate because they invest resources in recruiting and
admitting students. Students have a lot to lose if they do not complete their degrees. Many
students take out student loans, but without a degree, their chances of acquiring gainful
employment and paying back the loan decreases (Britto & Rush, 2013). In addition, if a student
receives federal financial aid and withdraws from school early, he or she is still required to return
1

a portion of the aid accepted regardless of whether some of it has been spent (Britto & Rush,
2013).
The U.S. once led the world in the percentage of college graduates in the adult
population, but now ranks 19th. The decline is not because fewer people attend college in the
U.S. than in other nations. The gap comes from the failure to graduate students, even after six
years of attending school (Strikwerda, 2019).
Statement of the Problem
The retention of students in higher education is a world-wide issue of concern (Crosling,
Heagney, & Thomas, 2009). According to Strikwerda (2019), the U.S. has more than 3,000 4year colleges and universities. Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) data
show that less than 300 of these institutions graduate at least 70% of their students within six
years. On a national level, 59% of students graduate within six years. Only 14% of community
college students who say that they plan to obtain a 4-year degree obtain one within six years of
starting community college (Strikwerda, 2019).
According to Borgen and Borgen (2015), students having clear educational goals and
institutions helping students make informed choices may improve student retention. There may
be other factors why students do not return as well as new processes or systems that can be put in
place to reduce the number of students who do not return. Kelly (2009) believes students'
background characteristics and social integration were factors that influenced students to drop
out.
Technology is a massive part of our everyday lives. The problem leading to the need for
this study is that literature does not discuss whether technology, specifically Wireless fidelity
(Wi-Fi) at institutions, is a factor as to why students do not complete their education. According
2

to the Modo Lab Team (2016), Generation Z is a generation of people in love with technology,
visual learning, and smartphones. Generation Z has grown up with mobile phones as their
primary source of information and communication. Generation Z likes to take in information
instantaneously and loses interest just as fast (Maloney, 2015). Because of their love of
technology, determining whether technology is a factor as to why students do not return to
school would add to the body of knowledge.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the quantitative study was to determine if students’ satisfaction with WiFi on campus influenced retention rates of students enrolled at a southeastern university in the
spring of 2020. The study also sought to determine if satisfaction differed based on student
characteristics of native versus transfer as well as demographic characteristics.
Research Questions
This research study was designed to focus on students’ satisfaction with technology,
specifically Wi-Fi, and its effects on student retention.
1. What is the level of satisfaction with the quality of Wi-Fi on campus?
2. Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students who plan to return versus
those who do not?
3. Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students who transferred versus native
students?
4. Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students based on age, gender, race,
and classification?
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Definition of Terms
The following definitions were used in this study:
1. Retention is the continued enrollment of a student from the first year to the second year
(Burke, 2019).
2. Retention rate is the percentage of first-time, first-year undergraduate students who
returned to the school (FAFSA, 2019).
3. A transfer student is a student who transfers to a university after obtaining an associate
degree or a student who receives hours at a junior or community college before
continuing to a 4-year college (Banks, 1990).
4. Wi-Fi is a wireless local area network (WLAN) that allows connectivity to the Internet
without the connection of an ethernet cable (Crislip, 2019).
5. Wi-Fi latency, also known as slow Wi-Fi, is a connection that delays when sending
information from one point to the next via the Internet (“Broadband Glossary”, 2020).
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework used in this study is Bean and Metzner’s (1985) Conceptual
Model of Persistence for Nontraditional Students. Bean and Metzner (1985) defined
nontraditional students as students from any part of the country, any race, 18 years old and older,
and working full-time, part-time, or not employed. The researchers believed that the social
integration variable should have a minimal effect on retention, but environmental variables can
play a significant role in retention.
According to Bean and Metzner’s (1985) definition of nontraditional students, all
participants of this study fall into this category. The participants’ provided reasons for their
4

unwillingness to return to their school. Among the reasons provided by the students were
personal finances, location, family reasons, issues with faculty, staff, or students, tuition cost,
graduated, feeling of loneliness, COVID-19, internship, personal problems, decided to transfer,
needed a break, and the fact that they did not like the school. Many of these reason are
environmental variables and agree with Bean and Metzner’s model of persistence.
Overview of the Methodology
This quantitative research used a descriptive research design to investigate students’
perceptions of Wi-Fi to determine if it was a factor in retention. An independent samples t-test
was used to determine if there was a significant difference between the means of two groups. An
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was computed to examine differences in the satisfaction of
students with Wi-Fi on campus and student retention based on age. After obtaining Institutional
Review Board (IRB) approval, email addresses were requested from the office of Institutional
Research (IR). The Customer Satisfaction Survey on Wi-Fi Internet Service (Berba & Palaoag,
2018) was sent to all students at the conclusion of the summer 2020 semester. The survey
questions can be found in Appendix B. An initial and follow-up email was sent to the students
requesting their participation in the survey. Data were collected for a period of three weeks.
Table 1 provides information about the research questions, survey questions, and which data
analysis was used for this research.
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Table 1
Research Questions
Research question

Survey item(s) that will
answer this research
question

What is the level of
satisfaction with the quality
of Wi-Fi on campus?

7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14

Are there differences in
satisfaction with Wi-Fi for
students who plan to return
versus those who do not?

6

Are there differences in
satisfaction with Wi-Fi for
students who transferred
versus native students?

5

Are there differences in
satisfaction with Wi-Fi for
students based on age,
gender, race, and
classification?

1, 2, 3, 4

6

Data analysis procedure to
be used for this research
question and justification
for using
The researcher used
descriptive statistical analysis
using frequencies and
percentages to analyze
responses.
The researcher used
descriptive statistical analysis
using frequencies and
percentages to analyze
responses. An independent
samples t-test was conducted
to examine differences
between students who plan to
return versus those who do
not.
An independent samples ttest was conducted to
examine differences between
native students and transfer
students.
The researcher used
descriptive statistical analysis
using frequencies and
percentages. An independent
samples t-test, and an
ANOVA test to examine
differences between students
based on demographic
characteristics.

Delimitations
This study was delimited to students at one southeastern university that were enrolled
during the spring 2020 semester. Therefore, generalizations from the study were limited to only
the population described and cannot be applied to any other group. Surveys were sent to all
students in this population during the summer of 2020. As research shows, many factors affect
retention, yet this study will only focus on technology, specifically Wi-Fi.
Significance of the Study
“Improving student retention in higher education is vital to the cost-effectiveness of
educational systems” (Borgen & Borgen, 2015, p. 505). Facilitating transfers from community
colleges to a four-year institution is a critical goal for educators and administrators (Lloyd &
Eckhardt, 2010). “There are a variety of reasons why students may not continue their studies.
Research tends to conclude that there is rarely a single reason why students leave” (Crosling et
al., 2009, p. 10). According to Strikwerda (2019), the higher the income of the parents, the more
likely students will find a way to graduate. The lower the family income, the more likely the
student will not. Many students fail to graduate due to personal issues, finances, prior
educational gaps, or family problems; however, questions about the technology at institutions are
often omitted from studies to determine if it could also be a factor as to why students leave.
Based on the previous explorations of retention, this study is significant in that it will add
to the current scholarly literature by filling in the gaps where no studies have focused on
technology and retention. The results from this study will add not only to the body of knowledge
regarding retention but also will provide data about students that can be utilized by education
institution specifically departments such as Enrollment Management and Information
Technology.
7

Organization of the Dissertation
This dissertation proposal is divided into five chapters. Chapter one contains an
introduction to the chapter, the statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, research
questions, definition of terms, theoretical framework, an overview of the methodology,
delimitation, and significance of the study. Chapter two is a review of the related literature.
After an introduction to the chapter, the chapter is divided into three sections. The first section
provides information about transfer students, the second describes retention, and the third
describes the technology and its influence on retention. Chapter three presents the methodology.
This chapter includes a description of the research design, research questions, research context,
population, instrumentation, data collection procedures, and data analysis procedures. Chapter
four presents the findings. This chapter includes an overview of the chapter, the presentation of
the results, and the summary. Chapter five includes a summary of the results, discussion,
conclusion, and recommendations.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
This chapter is divided into three sections. The first section provides information about
transfer students. The second section describes retention. The third section describes technology,
specifically Wi-Fi.
Colleges across the country work hard each year to enroll students in their institutions.
Goals are given before the academic year begins to surpass the enrollment numbers from the
previous year. Once the academic year ends, the school hopes all non-graduating students return
the next school year, yet some students do not. Eighty percent of community college students
express an interest in transferring to a 4-year university, yet only 15% of those students do and
graduate with a 4-year degree (Nadasen & List, 2016). According to Tinto (2012), after
admitting a student, colleges and universities have an obligation to do what they can to help the
student stay and graduate.
According to U.S. News (2018), one in three first-year students will not return to school
in their sophomore year. Some reasons are because of family problems, loneliness, academic
struggles, and a lack of money. Yu (2015) believed “students’ significant others, spouses, or
parents may also have a great influence on students’ decisions to stay or leave higher education”
(p. 226). In Mississippi, both universities and community colleges experienced a 1% decrease in
enrollment during the fall 2018 semester (Clarion-Ledger, 2018). According to Hinds
9

Community College’s 2013 report card, Hinds (Mississippi’s largest community college) had a
retention rate of 55%. A high retention rate is an indicator of student satisfaction, yet there are
many schools with retention rates below 75% (Unigo, 2018).
According to the National Student Clearinghouse Research Center (2017), associate
degree seekers’ enrollment decreased by 2.3% and 10.7% for students pursuing certificates or
other non-degree seeking degrees. Part-time student enrollments also fell by 3.3%. The Center
also found a 2.3% decrease in enrollment for first-time college students (Inside Higher
Education, 2017).
In the U.S., only 58% of the entering freshmen graduate with an associates, bachelors of
both from the same college within six years (Veenstra, 2009). When a student considers leaving,
the alternatives are to either return to the same college, leave the college/department and transfer
to another college/department in the same university, leave the college and transfer to another
university, or drop out of college. When a student drops out of college, both a financial and
social loss to the university and society can occur.
Transfer Students
“Transfer students are an important population in higher education, yet research on
transfer student college selection and factors involved in the decision-making process is limited”
(Lukszo & Hayes, 2019, p. 2). Transfer students are receiving more attention from higher
education than they ever have (Tugend, 2018). According to the 2017 National Association for
College Admission Counseling’s survey, compared to native freshmen, almost two-thirds of
transfer applicants who were admitted to a university actually enrolled (Tugend, 2108).
Community colleges play an essential role in students obtaining a bachelor’s degree
(Mullin, 2012). Many students begin their college studies at community colleges with the
10

intention of graduating quickly and moving on to obtain an advanced degree (Lloyd & Eckhardt,
2010). According to Kelly (2009), “2-year and 4-year institutions differ in the way they support
higher education transfer students. It was determined that support staff make assumptions that
higher education transfer students know what they need and provide limited support to these
students” (pp. 3-4). The ability to transfer is also a vital function of community college.
According to Mullin (2012), students who start at a community college and transfer are as
successful as students who began at the transferred school. Twenty-eight percent of students
earning a bachelor's degree started at a community college, while 47% enrolled in at least one
course at a community college (Mullin, 2012).
The average person who obtains a bachelor’s degree will contribute $278,000 more to the
economy than the average high school graduate (Rothwell, 2015). Because the number of high
school graduates is beginning to decrease, colleges and universities are recruiting more heavily
from nontraditional populations, such as transfer students (Lukszo & Hayes, 2019). “Institutions
and states are experiencing a significant increase in the number of students who transfer. Of the
students who transfer to a public, 4-year institution, 55% transfer from a 2-year institution, and
45% transfer from a 4-year institution” (Shapiro et al., 2018, p.3). Lukszo and Hayes (2019)
sought to identify the “factors in the decision process between students transferring from a 2-year
to a 4-year institution and those transferring from a 4-year to a 4-year institution” (p. 2).
“Interviews were conducted with 24 transfer students, which included seven who transferred
from 4-year institutions and 17 who transferred from community colleges” (Lukszo & Hayes,
2019, p. 6). The findings indicated that “the decision process differs greatly between 2-year and
4-year transfer students” (Lukszo & Hayes, 2019, p. 2). It was also mentioned why they
transferred (were not retained) from their original college to the state university in this research.
11

The reasons cited were money, the first institution was not a good fit either socially or
academically, and when realized what career path the students wanted to take, the major they
needed to prepare for that career was not available at their first institution (Lukszo & Hayes,
2019).
“Transfer students face challenges related to retention that are not always well understood
or supported by higher education institutions. Transfer students also have distinctive needs that
could become challenges to their successful transition to a 4-year institution if not met” (Dudek,
Roberts, & Welsh 2019, p. 1). According to Yu (2015), “students from community colleges are
different from students at 4-year colleges or universities in terms of their academic aspirations
and preparation. Compared with students at 4-year institutions, community college students are
less likely to have academic aspirations of degree or certificate completion and are less likely to
be academically prepared for their academic studies” (p. 225). Some transfer students come from
underrepresented backgrounds, are older, have full-time or part-time jobs, and have children.
These characteristics may impact their transition to their new institution. If institutions are not
prepared to meet the needs of nontraditional students, they may experience obstacles at their new
institution (Dudek et al., 2019).
The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) believes transfer student
populations will continue to increase in years to come (Dudek et al., 2019). Studies also show
that students may not be prepared academically to transfer from community colleges. A
phenomenon called “transfer shock” occurs when grade point averages (GPAs) drop upon the
completion of the first semester of classes after enrolling in a new institution (Dudek et al.,
2019). It is not certain if transfer students experience transfer shock because of the student’s
ability or because of the quality of transitional support provided by the institution.
12

Kelly (2009) studied,
…higher education transfer students’ perceptions of the transfer process between 2- and
4-year institutions, social network influences on their decisions to stay in higher
education, the role of technology in the process, and organizational policies and practices
that might influence the process. Thirteen higher education transfer students from 2- and
4-year institutions were interviewed. The participants were asked to describe and analyze
their experiences during the transfer process. The participants perceived that they had the
greatest influence on their decisions to stay in higher education but acknowledged there
were external influences. They also perceived great value in using technology such as
social networking sites for transfer purposes, but sometimes preferred human interaction.
(p. 3)
The results showed that higher education transfer students should find ways to integrate
socially during the transfer process. It was recommended that campus administrators, faculty,
and staff should become engaged in the students' success at a more personal level as well as
investigate ways to use technology to facilitate transfer students during the transfer process.
“Community colleges play a critical role in the pathway to a baccalaureate degree for
millions of students” (Laanan, Starobin, & Eggleston, 2010, p. 175). Laanan et al. (2010)
researched the transfer experience among students who began their postsecondary education at a
2-year college and transferred to a 4-year university. They also investigated the experiences and
performance of community college transfer students at a research university. Over 900 students
complete the 133-question survey. The results revealed the “transfer students did not receive
accurate or adequate information regarding transferring from their community colleges” (p. 191).
“The students expected friendly, welcoming, and deeper interaction with faculty as they might
13

have experienced at a community college in the past. The researchers stressed the findings of this
study were important and can be useful to student affairs, admission, and retention programs”
(Laanan et al., 2010, p. 175).
Forty-four percent of U.S. undergraduates begin their education in community colleges
(American Association of Community Colleges, 2012). According to Horn (2009), only 15% of
beginning community college students who intended to transfer actually did within three years.
Once transfer students continue their education at a 4-year institution, they complete their
degrees at lower rates than their counterparts who began their studies at the same institution
(Long & Kurlaender, 2009). Research has been conducted on the experiences of students who
transfer to large public universities, and the findings suggest that the students face challenges at
the receiving institution (Flaga, 2006; Townsend, 1995; Townsend & Wilson, 2006). Data are
not typically collected on the transfer students who eventually leave the receiving institution
(Bahr, Toth, Thirolf, & Masse, 2013). Research on transfer students’ experiences at receiving 4year institutions has focused on large urban university settings, largely excluding institutions of
other sizes or in other types of settings. More research is needed on the experiences of students
after they transfer into the receiving institutions (Ishitani & McKitrick, 2010). Some research
suggests that college administrators at receiving 4-year institutions have a limited understanding
of transfer students’ experiences and needs, resulting in institutional neglect of these students
(Tobolowsky & Cox, 2012).
Nunez and Yoshimi (2016) examined the experiences of students who transitioned to a
small, rural, 4-year university after a time period when they would have been expected to
graduate from the institution. Eleven transfer students who enrolled at the university during the
fall 2005 semester were recruited for the study. In the fall 2007 term, the first researchers
14

obtained a list of 108 transfer students who had previously been enrolled in a state community
college. They contacted 17 students who did graduate and secured interviews with seven of
them. They also contacted 15 students in the list of 108 who had dropped out of the institution
and were able to secure interviews with 4 of these 15 students, all of whom confirmed that they
had indeed dropped out. Among the original 11 study participants, 7 of these students eventually
completed their degrees at the university, while 4 dropped out of the institution.
The research revealed that three factors played a central role in students’ transfer experiences.
They are the use of technical tools, interacting with supportive institutional agents, and
actualizing academic purposes. Each of these factors has been independently described in other
studies of the transfer process with various kinds of samples. The students in Nunez and
Yoshimi’s (2016) study relied heavily on computer resources, articulation agreements, and other
institutional structures in facilitating the transfer process. The results of the study also indicate
that interacting with supportive institutional agents facilitates the transfer process and shows the
importance of meaningful human interactions (Heidegger, 1927, 1962).
According to Handel (2013), Georgetown University researchers Anthony P. Carnevale
and Stephen J. Rose concluded that the U.S. would need an additional 20 million postsecondaryeducated workers by 2025. Of these 20 million individuals, at least 15 million must earn a
bachelor’s degree. This is necessary not only to fill job requirements in the U.S. but to stem the
widening earnings gap between individuals who possess a high school diploma and those who
hold a 4-year degree (Handel 2013). To increase the number of college graduates, institutions
should create a smoother transfer pathway and remove barriers to degree completion. A large
proportion of students currently enrolled in higher education use community colleges as at least
one strategy in their pursuit of a bachelor’s degree. According to the National Student
15

Clearinghouse, 45% of the students who completed bachelor’s degrees at the end of the 2011–
2012 academic year had previously enrolled in a community college (Shapiro et al., 2012,). Of
the seven states producing more than 100,000 bachelor’s degree graduates, in five of the states,
50% or more of these graduates transferred from a community college (Handel, 2013). The
National Student Clearinghouse reported that within a single academic year, 8% of all students in
higher education attended more than one postsecondary education institution, and over 50% of
these students moved between 2- and 4-year institutions (Shapiro et al., 2012).
Retention
Colleges and universities spend a great deal of money researching retention at colleges
and universities, yet little is known about students’ private reasons for leaving or staying in
college (Barker, 2017). According to Barker (2017), college retention problems are not new, and
research on retention has been conducted for over 75 years. Financial burdens, social issues, and
academic problems have all been investigated to discover connections to the college retention
problem (Barker, 2017). Researching college retention problems is significant today because
retention issues are still prominent. While studies keep implying that the students’ perceptions
are the key to solving the retention problem, students can provide important information
regarding social and academic issues, as well as describe any changes by the school that can help
students remain retained. Colleges and universities can also interview students for their personal
experiences and opinions about effective college campus and classroom activities and possible
strategies the institutions are missing (Barker, 2017).
While researching college students in the Millennial age group, Barker (2017) sought to
investigate what they perceived as obstacles to college retention. The students were asked
questions concerning social and academic adjustment and personal motivation. Fifty students
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were interested in participating in the study. The researcher selected a homogenous sampling of
students to study a specific age and generation of participants. Fourteen students were selected
using a non-probability, purposive type sampling. The results of the study suggested in order to
retain students, getting to know people is important. Students should attend introductory
weekend events not only get to know people but also to learn about the college, and they should
set up weekly meetings with counselors to keep the student accountable. Even though the
students were over the age of 18, they needed assistance and a plan to get schoolwork done.
Astin’s Theory of Student Involvement and Tinto’s Model of Student Departure are two
well-known approaches in the literature to improving student retention (Wilmer, 2009). Astin’s
theory explains that institutions can receive desirable outcomes based on how students change
and develop as a result of being involved in co-curricular activities. Tinto’s (1993) model “notes
academic difficulties, the inability to resolve educational and occupational goals, and failure to
become or remain incorporated in the intellectual and social life at their institution as reasons
why students are not retained” (p. 1).
Student retention has gained increased attention in higher education (Yu, 2015).
According to Swecker, Fifolt, and Searby (2013), “student retention can involve multiple
components, including campus culture, institutional type and characteristics, student profile, and
admission criteria. There is no one-size-fits-all retention solution because of the variability in
individual and institutional traits” (p. 47).
Kerby (2015) stated,
“the retention of college and university students has been a major concern for educators
and administrators in higher education. Theoretical models designed to predict whether
students will persist or not have been valuable tools for retention efforts and the creation
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of services in academic and student affairs” (p. 139). Kerby suggested “Predictive models
and equations that involve college or university GPA can be applied directly to retention
only when failure or dismissal is the issue. While GPA is a common predictor of
retention, there are also correlations among social and academic integration, intellectual
development, institutional commitment, and financial factors” (Kerby, 2015, p. 147). In
the future, “researchers should include not only the background characteristics of
individuals but the expectations and motivational attributes of individuals as well” (p.
148).
High school graduation rates have improved, yet improvement is still needed in college
retention rates (Lotkowski, Noeth, & Robbins, 2004). Lotkowski et al. (2004) stated, “low
retention rates waste human talent and resources, jeopardize the nation’s economic future, and
threaten the economic viability of postsecondary institutions” (p. 2). “Although colleges and
universities strive to develop well-planned, comprehensive, and tailored retention programs,
retention is dynamic and involves a complex interplay between academic and non-academic
factors” (p. 3). Yu (2015) believes students’ perceptions impact their satisfaction, which leads to
students’ institutional commitment.
According to the Office of Federal Student Aid (2018), retention is the percentage of a
school’s first-time, first-year undergraduate students who return to school the next year. A
school’s retention rate has become an important metric for assessing progress and success for
colleges and universities (Millea, 2018). When a student does not complete his or her degree, it
can cost the universities thousands of dollars in tuition revenue and recruiting costs. Retention
rates are significant factors contributing to an institution's credibility and financial stability
(Gilliam & Kritsonis, 2006). “All colleges and universities are required to submit graduation data
18

to federal and state governments. Maintaining an accurate account of student attendance is
essential because an institution’s reputation and funding level depend on the ability to retain and
graduate a significant proportion of its students” (Tichenor & Cosgrove, 1991, p. 3).
A report from NCES (Radford, Berkner, Wheeles, Shepherd, & White, 2010) examined
students’ persistence not only at their institution of first enrollment but also at their transfer
institution. NCES revealed six years after starting their postsecondary education in community
college, 12.9% were still enrolled at the community college, 6.7% were still enrolled at a 4-year
institution, and 46.0% were no longer enrolled at any institution. Data were analyzed on the 2004
cohort in 2009; 54% of the students had succeeded in either earning a credential or were still
enrolled in a 4-year institution. The researchers compared this number to the 2004 native cohort
of students starting at 4-year institutions in which 23.6% of the students dropped out prior to
2009 without having earned a degree. As such, the persistence and graduation rates of native
students at a 4-year institution was 76.4% and is over 20% higher than that of community college
transfer students (Nadasen & List, 2016).
“Year-to-year retention rates for native students are well documented; little is known
about the year-to-year retention rates of transfer students at either the community college or the
4-year institution. From the first to the second year, first time freshmen have been found to be
retained at a rate of 76.3%. Rates of retention vary widely across institutions (Hagerdon, 2005;
Summerskill, 1962) and demographic categories (Nora, Barlow, & Crisp, 2005). First-to-second
year retention has been found to be lower at the community college level than at 4-year
institutions, yet no national statistics on community college transfer students’ first-to-second year
retention exist” (Nadasen & List, 2016, p. 3).
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Nadasen and List (2016) examined a predictive model of community college transfer
students’ first-year persistence at a 4-year, online university. Nadasen and List (2016) defined
persistence as “students’ re-enrollment in the immediate next semester after their first semester
of the transfer” (p. 2). “In this study, three types of factors were examined in predicting reenrollment. These were demographic, community college background, and course efficiency, a
variable developed as a summative measure of transfer students’ progress at the community
college” (p. 5). The researchers also examined demographic factors that were found to impact
persistence in prior research (i.e., age, gender, and race/ethnicity), and community college
background factors captured learners’ prior academic experience. Rather than examining GPA,
“students’ course-taking at the community college was examined” (p. 6). The sample consisted
of “8,200 community college transfer students enrolled in a 4-year online university during an
11-semester period from fall 2005 to spring 2011” (p. 7). The results of the logistic regression
models showed that gender, age, and first-term GPA at the 4-year institution were significant
predictors of re-enrollment (Nadasen & List, 2016, p. 1).
Lotkowski et al. (2004) conducted a study to identify which academic and non-academic
factors had the greatest effect on college retention and performance (i.e., GPA). Using 109
studies, the researcher used a meta-analysis technique to identify which non-academic factors
had the most striking relationship to postsecondary retention. They also sought to identify the
extent to which each factor predicted postsecondary retention, which allowed the identification
of factors that were the best indicators of the risk for dropout. “The results of the study revealed
non-academic factors, academic self-confidence, academic goals, institutional commitment,
social support, contextual influences, and social involvement all had a positive relationship to
retention. Non-academic factors, academic self-confidence, and achievement motivation had a
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positive relationship with GPA” (p.vii). “Much of the early literature on transfer student
retention focused on past predictive factors (e.g., race, socioeconomic status, geography) and
placed greater emphasis on individual characteristics than on exploring institutional obstacles
that could impact student retention” (Dudek et al., 2019, p. 96).
Even though it is sometime discovered too late, Mkonto (2018) mentioned many students
experience academic and adjustment challenges. Thirty percent of students pursuing a
bachelor’s degree changed their major at least once in the first three years, and 9% change more
than once. Departments are now advising students who were failing to consider “other majors.
Rather than leaving the college, more of those students changed majors and graduated”
(Strikwerda, 2019, para. 12). Foxx (2015) suggested another factor to consider when improving
student retention is communication. The answers to students’ questions can be of the utmost
importance when a student is determining whether or not to return to school the next year.
In a study by Manyanga, Sithole, and Hanson (2017), it is stated that “student retention
and completion rates are challenging issues in higher education. In academics, pressure exists to
come up with strategies that support student success from enrollment through graduation without
compromising academic or accreditation standards" (p. 30).
Manyanga et al. (2017) stated,
"The major obstacle is a lack of effort to better understand student retention, where
stakeholders at all levels of the institution become involved in redefining and modifying
their retention programs. Students drop out for a multitude of reasons, including
academic challenges, social issues, and financial reasons” (, p. 31). Manyanga et al.
(2017) “recommended the need for academic success and retention to be redefined and
expanded to reflect the millennial student. Also, data-driven models for predicted
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probabilities of degree completion rates need to be integrated and shared. Institution-wide
monthly or yearly updates of dropouts need to be shared and discussed across academic
disciplines. It was also recommended when possible to conduct exit interviews to have a
better understanding of sources of dissatisfaction from the affected parties” (p. 38).
Achinewhu-Nworgu (2017) sought to compare the difference in retention strategies of
private and public colleges. A combined quantitative and qualitative approach was used, which
focused on observation of the practice of education and compared the difference between
working in a private college compared to a public college. The results of the study showed the
private college had better quality teaching and learning, and the staff was more motivated to
achieve a higher standard and successfully complete courses. The private and public colleges
used in the study had good practices in both education and retention strategies, yet the private
colleges had higher retention and achievement rates compared to public colleges.
A community college in Virginia recognized a problem because of a decline in student
retention rates from 2009 to 2012 in the School of Nursing. The study was conducted to evaluate
the faculty-advising program (FAP) in the School of Nursing regarding students' satisfaction and
retention. The literature explained that the lack of attention to second-year students might set up
the environment in which second-year students experience what has become known as the
sophomore slump (Harrell & Reglin, 2017). The survey was sent to 210 students, and 109
students completed the surveys. The results of this study suggested that FAP facilitates
opportunities for ongoing student interaction with faculty, which was crucial to student
persistence and retention rates. The students in this study charged faculty and nursing
administrators with creating a policy and determining retention strategies as well as finding ways
to increase retention of nursing students.
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According to Harris (2012), the sophomore slump occurs when the attention from faculty
and staff students became accustomed to during the first year is withdrawn from the student.
The sophomore year is considered a difficult year for many students. When the students face
challenges, those experiences can increase the chance of students leaving the institution and
ending their degree pursuit. Harris (2012) used a mixed-methods case study to assess the
influence of online mentoring to aid with retaining students. “The results of the study showed
there was no statistically significant difference regarding the influence of an E-mentoring
program on students' commitment to stay enrolled” (p. 62).
Mussat-Whitlow (2004) “examined undergraduate retention at a Historically Black
Colleges and Universities (HBCU). The impact of encouragement of friends and family,
financial attitudes, social integration, academic integration, goal commitment, institutional
commitment, GPA, and intent to persist, were examined using logistic regression and path
analysis” (p.xii). At the time of research, Mussat-Whitlow (2004) discovered no studies had
compared the results of logistic regression and path analysis when used on the same data set.
“The results of the logistic regression analysis suggested that GPA, intent to persist, and
academic integration were important factors in explaining student retention. The path analysis
found all factors to be influential in predicting student retention with institutional commitment,
academic integration, and intent to persist being the most useful predictors and had the largest
proportion of variance in persistence. For both logistic regression and path analysis, academic
integration was found to have a negative impact on persistence” (p.xii).
Artze-Vega (2012) stated that two-thirds of students withdrew from college after the first
year. The researcher examined the relationship between students’ ratings of their instructors and
student retention and the impact of students’ classroom experiences on their persistence. Other
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factors known to impact retention (i.e., students’ race/ethnicity, SAT scores, family income, and
grade-point averages) were also examined. The sample consisted of students who enrolled in
2002, 2003, and 2004 so that 6-year graduation rates could be examined. The results of the study
indicated that students enrolled in highly-rated courses have the chance of graduating within six
years, students with high GPAs benefit from being enrolled in classes with higher ratings, and
students’ total GPAs are the strongest predictor of retention.
Rankin, Katsinas, and Hardy (2010) believe “retention efforts are aimed at meeting the
needs of students by focusing on financial aid, academic counseling, and personal support” (p.
212). “They believe retention efforts can be classified into two categories. The first category
takes the position that those who do not persist in college were simply underprepared for college.
The second is that institutions themselves are to blame by failing to support particular student
populations” (pp. 211-212). Rankin et al. (2010) studied the perceptions of community college
Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) and Chief Academic Officers (CAOs) in relation to issues
affecting retention and access. The results showed CEOs included issues involving the lack of
much-needed broadband and telecommunications technology/access as a factor in retention. The
findings also included the inability or lack of desire to be able to connect with area minority or
economically disadvantaged communities as a factor for retention. Rankin et al. (2010) believe
there are other less academic reasons that explain why students leave college. Technology could
be one of the reasons, yet that are gaps in the literature that focus on technology in general or
specific technologies such as Wi-Fi.
Technology
Digital technologies are embedded throughout our society. “Focus has shifted from
whether technology can or should be utilized in teaching and learning to understanding which
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technologies can be used for what specific educational purposes and how best they can be
utilized across the range of educational contexts in schools” (Higgins, Xiao, & Katsipataki, 2012,
p. 3). According to Patro (2015), “there is a rapid growth in Internet usage over wireless
networks. This growth has been fueled by the increasing penetration of Wi-Fi networks as well
as the widespread adoption of mobile platforms and handheld devices. Users access multiple
services such as video, music, games, and social media, which are connected to the Internet over
wireless infrastructure consisting of Wi-Fi access points or cell phone towers. User expectations
are rapidly rising in terms of capabilities, speed, reliability, and responsiveness from wireless
networks, mobile devices, and applications” (p. 1).
The Student Integration Model (SIM) is a conceptual model that guided research on
retention from 1970 to 1999 (Manyanga et al., 2017). The SIM proposes that the decision for a
student to drop out or continue to enroll is influenced by academic and social factors. Tinto
(1993) revised the SIM and mentioned academic difficulties, the inability of students to fulfill
their educational and workforce goals, and failure to integrate socially in the culture of the
institution as reasons why students leave. To date, Tinto’s model does not mention the influence
of external factors on the institution on student retention, neither does the literature mention
technology as a factor on retention.
Enrollment in higher education institutions has steadily increased due to the utilizing of
different teaching modalities (e.g., online, hybrid, or face-to-face), in particular with the increase
of delivering courses by leveraging the Internet (Eyadat & Lew, 2014). Though there have been
increases in enrollment, there still seems to be a major problem in retaining students until they
finish their degrees. Very little literature focuses specifically on transfer students, yet the
literature does list some factors as to why students may not return to school in the next academic
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year. Eyadat and Lew (2014) stated, "some of the reasons students do not return to school are
program quality, technical issues, instruction modalities, institutional social factors, geographical
area, age, gender, abilities, and academic skills" (p. 1).
Eyadat and Lew (2014) tested and evaluated 100 universities’ websites to check their
accessibility rate. The purpose of the study was to determine how accessible websites are at the
university and the site’s impact on students’ retention. The study was conducted by using a tool
called Test Accesibilidad Web (TAW). The TAW software scans a webpage to evaluate its
compliance rates based on guidelines on web accessibility standards. The results indicated that
the tested websites were not complying with accessibility standard guidelines, and they must be
redesigned to improve their accessibility rate. The researchers firmly believed that administrators
should consider the website accessibility issue as a component to increase qualified student
retention. An effective approach would need to be implemented along with web accessibility to
increase enrollment, improve service and enable students to realize their full potential, and also
enhance effectiveness and efficiency in delivering information and instructional material by
using the Internet. In this study, technical errors were found on various websites that may be a
factor for retention causing students to drop out of their programs of study.
Berba and Palaoag (2018) focused on the students’ satisfaction with Wi-Fi in a higher
education institution because of the role of the Internet in higher education. The researchers
believed since the role of the Internet in higher education was important, customer satisfaction
with Wi-Fi Internet services in a higher education institution should be examined. The study
examined the relationship between overall customer satisfaction level with a higher education
institution’s Wi-Fi Internet service. Responses were collected from students in different
programs and year levels at Lyceum-Northwestern University with a sample size of 600 students.
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The results showed factors such as access to online educational materials, duration of Internet
access per day, speed of Internet browsing, and reliability of Internet connectivity are significant
predictors to the overall satisfaction of students.
WLAN, also known as Wi-Fi, “has grown dramatically over the last few years Wireless
technology has introduced an innovative era in communication for the education community, and
the emergence of wireless technology use may be playing a key role in student learning” (Veena,
2015, p. 336). “Wi-Fi is an essential delivery format for remote access to campus learning
resources and services. Wi-Fi technology is considered a part of the campus experience both
from an educational point of view as well as from a social point of view” (Veena, 2015, p. 337).
The purpose of the study was to find out “the frequency and time spent in the usage of Wi-Fi on
the university campus and to find out the satisfaction level of the use of Wi-Fi” (Veena, 2015,
pp. 337-338). “One hundred and eighty questionnaires were distributed to students, and 152
were completed. The results showed 47.36% of the respondents used Wi-Fi when required, and
13.17% of the respondents used Wi-Fi daily. Of the respondents, 64.47% stated that they are
satisfied with the present Wi-Fi, and only 0.65% of the respondents responded that they were not
satisfied with present Wi-Fi” (Veena, 2015, p. 338).
Han (2008) conducted a study to identify issues arising from the use of Wi-Fi on campus.
Two of the research questions focused on the current challenges that students perceive with WiFi and the impact on students from the use of on-campus Wi-Fi. In this mixed-methods study,
surveys, interviews, and observation were used for data gathering. Data were collected from
December 2007 through June 2008. Of the 60-80 students involved in the study, only 10
participated in interviews. Regarding challenges and impact, 14 participants thought there were
no restrictions on connecting to campus Wi-Fi, and 50 participants thought that there were some
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restrictions. The restrictions listed were time, place, undertaking a course, and having a student
account to access the Wi-Fi. There were 22 participants who had no idea about the connection
speed of the Wi-Fi, yet 15 participants felt the connection speed was slow. Eight participants
were satisfied with the connection speed, and seven participants thought the Wi-Fi was fast.
Omar, Ahmad, Yasin, Ibrahim, Ghazali, and Khamis (2016) stated the development of
Wi-Fi technology has influenced the development of the country’s education system. Wi-Fi has
evolved so much that it has become an integral part of university students’ lives. According to
Mendhe and Nahle (2012), Wi-Fi can help students obtain academic information and increase
student productivity to gain knowledge anytime and anywhere. Omar et al. (2016) examined
whether and how technology affects students’ academic performance among university students
at the Universiti Utara Malaysia (UUM). The GPAs of 147 undergraduate students were
analyzed as a measure of academic performance. The results indicated that Wi-Fi usage does not
affect student academic performance. When looking into specific things students access that can
affect their performance, the responses were downloading and online games.
Summary of the Review of Related Literature
One way to improve “student retention is to identify influences and causes of student
retention and attrition. Engaging students in their studies has been identified as important in
retaining students and stemming attrition” (Crosling, Heagney, & Thomas, 2009, p. 16). “There
are many reasons why students leave higher education early; some may not be wholly negative”,
yet some reasons are beyond the control of institutions (Crosling et al., 2009, p. 16). Colleges
must investigate the influences of why some students stay, and others leave (Yu, 2015). As
Barker (2017), mentioned, college retention problems are not new. Researching college
retention problems is significant today because retention issues are still prominent. Enrollment
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in higher education institutions has steadily increased due to the utilization of different teaching
modalities (e.g., online, hybrid, or face-to-face), in particular with the increase in delivering
courses by leveraging the Internet (Eyadat & Lew, 2014). Though there have been increases in
enrollment, yet there still seems to be a major problem in retaining students until they finish their
degrees. Rankin et al. (2010) believe “there are other less academic reasons that explain why
students leave college” (p. 212). Technology could be one of the reasons, yet there are gaps in
the literature that focus on technology in general or specific technologies such as Wi-Fi.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of the quantitative study was to determine students’ satisfaction with
technology, specifically Wi-Fi, and to determine the effects of satisfaction on student retention.
Chapter III of this study discusses the methods and procedures used to facilitate the study. The
chapter includes a description of the research design, research questions, research context,
population, instrumentation, data collection procedures, and data analysis.
Research Design
This quantitative study used a descriptive research design, with the independent variables
being whether students intended to leave or return, whether students were transfers or natives,
and student demographic characteristics (i.e., age, gender, race, and classification). The
dependent variable was the students’ satisfaction regarding Wi-Fi and its impact on retention.
According to Moorehead (2018), descriptive statistics are used to address the problem of the
study and responses to the research questions. Descriptive statistical analysis using frequencies
and percentages was used to describe the demographic variables and students’ satisfaction of WiFi. An independent samples t-test was used to examine differences between native students and
transfer students’ satisfaction with Wi-Fi.
According to Kovar (2016), the advantages of quantitative research are that they are
easier to analyze, cheaper, more convenient, less time consuming, more objective, and provide
more privacy to the subjects compared to the qualitative approach. The purpose of descriptive
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research is to describe systematically and accurately the facts and characteristics of a population
or area of interest and to discover relationships between selected variables (Dulock, 1993).
According to McCombes (2020), descriptive research aims to identify characteristics,
frequencies, trends, correlations, and categories.
Research Questions
This research study was designed to focus on students’ satisfaction with technology,
specifically Wi-Fi, and its effects on student retention.
1. What is the level of satisfaction with the quality of Wi-Fi on campus?
2. Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students who plan to return versus
those who do not?
3. Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students who transferred versus native
students?
4. Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students based on age, gender, race,
and classification?
Research Site
The participants for this study consisted of all students (6,438) enrolled at one
southeastern university during the spring 2020 semester. The university was chosen as the
research site because of the convenience of the researcher being an employee. The university is
categorized as an Historically Black College and University (HBCU) and urban research
university with 91 undergraduate degree programs, 46 graduate degree programs, 19 online
degree programs, and eight certificate programs.
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Population
Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2003) define a target population as the entire group of
individuals or objects in which the researcher is interested in generalizing the conclusion. The
targeted population for this study consisted of all students at least 18 years old who were enrolled
at the university during the spring 2020 semester.
The survey was sent to all students during the summer 2020 semester that were enrolled
during the spring 2020 semester. The survey instrument can be found in Appendix B. An initial
and follow up email was sent to the students requesting their participation in the survey. Data
were collected for a period of three weeks. There were 782 participants who responded to the
survey, 740 participants responded only to the demographics questions, 661 students completed
it entirely, and 654 participants only answered questions about the satisfaction with
Wi-Fi.
Instrumentation
The Customer Satisfaction Survey on Wi-Fi Internet Service (Berba & Palaoag, 2018), a
2-part survey instrument (see Appendix B), was used in this study. This survey was selected
because the questions on students’ satisfaction with Wi-Fi. According to the researchers, to
ensure validity, a pilot group participated in a test-retest reliability wherein a group of students
was asked to answer the questionnaire twice. The survey was not altered and thus can rely on the
validity measures established by the original authors. The mean of the first responses had no
significant difference from the mean of the second set of responses. The validity of the
questionnaire was also further checked by experts from the Research and Innovation
Management Office of Lyceum-Northwestern University (L-NU).
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To conduct the reliability analysis of the survey instruments, the researcher used IBM’s
Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS) to determine Cronbach’s Alpha and to test the
degree of internal consistency of the survey instrument. The acceptable reliability value was .6,
and the higher the value, the more reliable the questionnaires are. The value of Cronbach’s
Alpha resulted in a .970, which indicated there was a high level of internal consistency
(reliability) in the survey instrument used.
Part I of the survey contains six questions that are designed to obtain demographic
information from the participants. Part II of the survey contains nine questions that gathered
information about the students’ perception of technology, specifically Wi-Fi, at the university.
The survey was self-administered by the participants using SurveyMonkey. After receiving IRB
approval, the IR department at the university where the research took place provided the
researcher with the email addresses of all students at least 18 years of age who were enrolled at
the university during the spring 2020 semester.
Data Collection and Procedures
After obtaining IRB approval from the university where the research took place and
Mississippi State University (MSU), a list of all students at least 18 years old who were enrolled
at the university during the spring 2020 semester was obtained from IR. An email was sent to all
of the students during the summer of 2020 containing a link to the Customer Satisfaction Survey
on Wi-Fi Internet Service (see Appendix B). The survey was administered to the participants
using Survey Monkey. The verbiage that was included in the email to the students is included in
Appendix B. An initial and follow up email was sent to the students requesting their
participation in the survey. Data were collected for a period of three weeks. After the completion
of each survey, responses were imported into SPSS for analysis.
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Data Analysis
A descriptive statistical analysis using frequencies and percentages was used to describe
the demographic variables and research questions regarding students’ perceptions of Wi-Fi. An
independent samples t-test was used to examine differences between students who plan to return
versus those who do not satisfaction of Wi-Fi. An independent samples t-test, and an ANOVA
test were conducted to examine differences between students based on demographic
characteristics.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Chapter IV is a presentation of the results of the analyses that were computed to examine
the problem of the study and respond to the research questions. The purpose of the study was to
examine student's satisfaction with Wi-Fi on campus and its effect on student retention in the
summer of 2020. This research study focused on students’ perceptions of technology,
specifically Wi-Fi, and the effects on student retention. The following four research questions
were developed to address the problem of the study:
1. What is the level of satisfaction with the quality of Wi-Fi on campus?
2. Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students who plan to return versus
those who do not?
3. Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students who transferred versus native
students?
4. Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students based on age, gender, race,
and classification?
This chapter includes an overview of the chapter, the presentation of the results, and the
summary.
Demographic Characteristics
All 6,438 students enrolled in the spring of 2020 were emailed the survey during the
summer of 2020; 740 participants responded only to the demographics questions, but 654
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participants answered questions about satisfaction with Wi-Fi. Of the students who completed
the entire survey, 52.3% were under the age of 24, 77.16% were female, 92.16% were Black or
African American, and 63.51% were native students. Regarding classification, 3.65% were
freshman, 13.78% were sophomores, 22.03% were juniors, 28.11% were seniors, 31.08% were
graduate students, and 1.35% were unclassified. When asked if they planned to return to the
university in the fall of 2020, 88% said yes, 8% were graduating, and 4% said no.
Table 2 is a presentation of the age distribution of the students who participated in this
study. As seen in the table, the largest group of students examined in this study belong to the 2023 age category (35.54%), followed by the 40-55 age group (17.3%). Students in the 18-19 age
group represented the third-largest age category (16.76%).
Table 2
Age of Participants

18-19
20-23
24-29
30-39
40-55
Over 55
Total

Frequency
124
263
80
108
128
37
740

Percentage
16.76
35.54
10.81
14.59
17.3
5.0
100.0

Table 3 is a presentation of the gender distribution of the students who participated in this
study. As seen in the table, the largest group of students examined in this study was female
(77.16%), followed by the male students (22.84%).
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Table 3
Gender of Participants

Female
Male
Total

Frequency Percentage
571
77.16
169
22.84
740
100.0

Table 4 is a presentation of the race distribution of the students who participated in this
study. As seen in the table, the largest group of students examined in this study was the African
American category (92.16%). There was a small number of participants representing other racial
groups.
Table 4
Race of Participants

American Indian or
other Native American
Asian or Pacific Islander
Black or African
American
Caucasian (other than
Hispanic)
Mexican American
Other
Other Hispanic
Puerto Rican
Total

Frequency
7

Percentage
.95

7
682

.95
92.16

14

1.89

2
23
2
3
740

.27
3.11
.27
.41
100.0
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Table 5 is a presentation of the classification distribution of the students who participated
in this study. As seen in the table, the largest group of students examined in this study was the
graduate student category (31.08%), followed by senior students (28.11%). Students classified as
juniors represented the third-largest age category (22.03%).
Table 5
Classification of Participants

Frequency
Freshman

Percentage

27

3.65

Sophomore

102

13.78

Junior

163

22.03

Senior

208

28.11

Graduate
Student

230

31.08

10

1.35

740

100.0

Unclassified
Total

Table 6 is a presentation of the students’ response to the question, “did you begin college
here or did you transfer from a community college (with or without an Associate degree)?” As
seen in the table, the largest group of students examined in this study contained native students
who began their college career at the current institution under examination. Transferred students
represented 36.49% of the students examined in this study.
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Table 6
Native and Transfer Students

Frequency Percentage
Native
Students
Transferred
Students
Total

470

63.51

270

36.49

740

100.0

Table 7 is a presentation of the reasons students cited for their unwillingness to return to
their school. Among the reasons provided by the students were the following: personal finances,
location, family reasons, issue with faculty/staff/student, tuition cost, and the fact that they did
not like the school. The percentage indicated by each question shows the student’s satisfaction
in each area even though do not plan to return to the school.
Table 7
Factors Affecting Student Retention

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Top Reasons by Students for Unwillingness to Return to School
Graduated – 51
(7) Tuition cost – 3
Personal finances – 10
(8) Issue with faculty/staff/student – 3
Location - 6
(9) Felt alone – 1
Family reasons – 5
(10)Will transfer -1
COVID-19 – 5
(11) Needed a brake – 1
Did not like the school - 4
(12) Internship - 1
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The following represents the rankings of the degree of satisfaction of the students with
the Wi-Fi internet services on their campus:
1. Satisfaction with Accessibility to Academic Video Materials (e.g. YouTube, Vimeo, or
similar site) --52.9%
2. Satisfaction with accessibility to scholarly articles search engine (e.g. Google Scholar or
similar site) -- 58.2%
3. Satisfaction with accessibility to tools for research (e.g., the university's research
databases or Canvas) -- 62.5%
4. Satisfaction with the Wi-Fi Internet service according to the following factor:
Availability of internet connection at any time of the day---52.8%
5. Satisfaction with unlimited hours allotted browsing time for each student a day--56.5%
6. Satisfaction with the Wi-Fi Internet service on the average page load time of a web page--47.9%
7. Satisfaction with the download speed of common files for research (e.g., Word, PDF,
Excel, etc.) --55.4%
8. Satisfaction with the Wi-Fi Internet service according to the availability of internet
connection on strategic locations (i.e., Library, Dorms, Classrooms, or Student Center) --48.6%
Research Question 1
Research Question 1 asked, “What is the level of satisfaction with the quality of Wi-Fi on
campus?” The data in Table 8 serve to address this research question. Table 8 is a presentation of
the percentage of participants’ ratings on this issue. As seen in the table, the largest group of
students gave a high rating of 7-10 on a scale of 1-10 in each category.
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Table 8
Percentage of Students Choosing Each Rating

Access to video
Access to search
engine
Access to tools for
research
Allotted browsing
time
Page load time
Download speed of
files
Internet connection
– time
Internet connection
– location

1
4.7
3.4

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10 Mean
2.1 5.4 6.6 10.4 10.9 13.9 12.2 11.0 22.8 6.9
2.6 3.5 5.2 9.8 9.6 13.3 15.4 14.1 23.0 7.2

2.9

1.5 3.4 4.3 8.3

5.5

2.6 3.8 5.7 11.0 7.5

6.4
4.0

3.2 6.1 6.6 11.9 11.5 11.8 15.7 10.1 16.7 6.5
3.2 3.8 5.2 10.1 11.0 13.8 17.1 12.1 19.7 7.0

7.0

5.4 4.6 6.0 9.8

11.0 3.8 4.6 4.9 9.3

9.0

7.8

11.6 15.9 17.6 25.5 7.5
7.8

15.0 11.3 29.8 7.2

11.9 13.9 10.9 22.8 6.7

11.3 11.0 13.6 10.7 19.7 5.6

Table 9 show the results of the student’s Internet experience. The students were asked the
number of hours spent browsing the Internet browsing in a day, the number of times or
frequency of connecting to internet in a day, the average page load time of a web page, and
what times during the day they often accessed the Internet.
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Table 9
Internet Experience

# hours browsing

# times
connecting

Page load time

1-3 hours
105

4-6 hours
271

7-9 hours
152

10 or more hours
126

1-3 times
94

4-6 times
205

7-9 times
100

10 or more times
255

1-3 seconds

4-6 seconds

7-9 seconds

154

190

107

10 or more
seconds
203

6 AM-12
12 Noon-6
Noon
PM
Time of access*
278
492
*Students could choose more than one answer.

6 PM-12
Midnight
473

12 Midnight-6AM
169

Research Question 2
Research Question 2 asked, “Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students
who plan to return versus those who do not?” Table 1 in Appendix C is a presentation of the
students’ responses to the question, “Do you plan on returning to this school in the fall of 2020?”
As seen in the table, the largest group of students examined in this study (88.0%) planned to
return to the same school. Approximately12.0% of the students indicated that they did not plan to
return to the same school. There was no significant difference in the responses of students who
planned to return to school and those who did not (p < .05).

Research Question 3
Research Question 3 asked, “Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students
who transferred versus native students?” The data in Tables 11 serve to present the results of the
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analyses that addressed research question 3. The independent samples t-test was conducted to
examine differences between native students (students who started their education at their
present institution) and transfer students. As seen in Table 20 significant differences were found
between the perceptions of satisfaction with Wi-Fi internet services of native students and
transfer student (p < .05) in the following categories:
(1) Satisfaction with accessibility to academic video materials (e.g. YouTube, Vimeo, or
similar site)
(2) Satisfaction with accessibility to scholarly articles search engine (e.g. Google Scholar
or similar site)
(3) Unlimited hours allotted browsing time for each student a day
(4) Satisfaction with the average page load time of a web page
(5) Satisfaction rating on the download speed of common files for research (e.g., Word,
PDF, Excel, etc.)
(6) Availability of internet connection at any time of the day
In each of these categories, transfer students had the higher level of satisfaction compared
to native students.
Table 10 examined the differences in satisfaction based on student status of transfer
student or native student using independent samples t-tests. Satisfaction with access to video was
higher for transfer students (7.48 ± 2.57) than for native students (6.57 ± 2.58) with a statistically
significant difference of t(652) = -4.32, p = .001. Satisfaction with access to search engines was
higher for transfer students (7.66 ± 2.47) than for native students (6.94 ± 2.45) with a statistically
significant difference of t(652) = -3.22, p = .002. Satisfaction with access to tools for research
was higher for transfer students (7.90 ± 2.22) than for native students (7.28 ± 2.45) with a
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statistically significant difference of t(652) = -3.22, p = .001. Satisfaction with allotted browsing
time was higher for transfer students (7.48 ± 2.55) than for native students (7.02 ± 2.84) with a
statistically significant difference of t(652) = -2.08, p = .009. Satisfaction with page load time
was higher for transfer students (7.27 ± 2.46) than for native students (6.08 ± 2.69) with a
statistically significant difference of t(652) = -5.67, p = .003. Satisfaction with download speed
of files was higher for transfer students (7.53 ± 2.35) than for native students (6.67 ± 2.54) with a
statistically significant difference of t(652) = -4.32, p = .002. Satisfaction with internet
connection – time of day was higher for transfer students (7.48 ± 2.55) than for native students
(6.27 ± 2.93) with a statistically significant difference of t(652) = -5.33, p = .002. There was not
a significant difference for internet connection – location. The results suggest that transfer
students were more satisfied than were native students with the Wi-Fi on campus.
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Table 10
Satisfaction of Wi-Fi by Native and Transfer

Access to Video
Native
Transfer
Access to Search
Engine
Native
Transfer
Access to Tools for
Research
Native
Transfer
Allotted Browsing
Time
Native
Transfer
Page Load Time
Native
Transfer
Download Speed of
Files
Native
Transfer
Internet Connection –
Time of Day
Native
Transfer
Internet Connection Location
Native
Transfer
p<.05

M

SD

6.57
7.48

2.58
2.57

6.94
7.66

7.28
7.90

7.02
7.48
6.08
7.27

6.67
7.53

6.27
7.48

5.96
7.32

t
-4.32

df
652

p
.001

-3.62

652

.002

-3.22

652

.001

-2.08

652

.009

-5.67

652

.003

-4.32

652

.002

-5.33

652

.002

-5.87

652

.133

2.45
2.47

2.449
2.221

2.84
2.55
2.69
2.46

2.54
2.35

2.93
2.55

2.98
2.67
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Research Question 4
Research Question 4 asked, “Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students
based on age, gender, race, and classification?” Table 12 present the results of the analyses that
serve to address this question.
Age
An ANOVA was computed to examine differences in the satisfaction of students with
Wi-Fi on campus and student retention based on age. Table 2 in appendix C is a presentation of
the results of the ANOVA test. As seen in the table, significant differences were found based on
age in the following areas: satisfaction with accessibility to academic video materials (e.g.,
YouTube, Vimeo, or similar site); satisfaction with accessibility to scholarly articles search
engine (e.g., Google Scholar or similar site); satisfaction with unlimited hours allotted browsing
time for each student a day; satisfaction with the average page load time of a web page;
satisfaction with the download speed of common files for research (e.g., Word, PDF, Excel,
etc.); satisfaction with availability of internet connection at any time of the day; and satisfaction
with availability of internet connection on strategic locations (i.e., Library, Dorms, Classrooms,
or Student Center) (p < .05).
Table 11 examined the differences in satisfaction based on student age using a one-way
analysis of variance. Results indicated that there was a significant difference in the respondents’
perceptions: Access to video, F(5, 648) = 42.49, p = .000; Access to search engine, F (5, 648) =
25.85, p = .000; Allotted browsing time, F(5, 648) = 14.71, p = .000; Page load time, F(5, 648) =
34.06, p = .000; Download speed of files, F(5, 648) = 21.71, p = .000; Internet connection –
time, F(5, 648) = 35.38, p = .000; and Internet connection – location , F(5, 648) = 35.33, p =
.000. A Tukey HSD post hoc test was performed in order to make pairwise comparisons between
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groups at the p < .05 level. The test indicated that students aged 18-19 and aged 20-23 were less
satisfied than were all other age groups on all satisfaction factors. Students aged 24-29 were less
satisfied than were students aged 40-55 on access to video, page load time, internet connection –
time , and internet connection – location, and they were less satisfied than were students aged
over 55 on access to video and internet connection – location. There were no other significant
differences based on age. The results suggest that older students were more satisfied than were
younger students with the Wi-Fi on campus.

Table 11
Significant Differences in Satisfaction Factors Based on Age with Younger Students Less
Satisfied
Age
20-23
24-29
30-39
40-55

18-19
All
All
All
All

20-23

Over 55

All

All

All
All
All

24-29

30-39

None
Access to video
Page load time
Internet connection – time
Internet connection –
location
Access to video
Internet connection –
location

40-55

None

None

None

p<.05
Gender
Table 12 is a presentation of the independent samples t-test that was computed to
investigate the difference in the gender of students in their satisfaction. Differences were noted in
almost of the categories examined. Male and female students differed significantly in the
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following areas relating to their satisfaction level in the Wi-Fi Internet service with regards to
their satisfaction with accessibility to academic video materials (e.g., YouTube, Vimeo, or
similar site); satisfaction with accessibility to scholarly articles search engine (e.g., Google
Scholar or similar site); satisfaction with accessibility to scholarly articles searched; satisfaction
with the download speed of common files for research (e.g., Word, PDF, Excel, etc.); and
satisfaction with the availability of internet connection at any time of the day. In each case, the
female students maintained a higher average signifying that female students had a greater
appreciation and satisfaction with the Wi-Fi internet services than male students at their
institutions.
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Table 12
Student Satisfaction by Gender

Access to Video
Female
Male
Access to Search Engine
Female
Male
Access to Tools for Research
Female
Male
Allotted Browsing Time
Female
Male
Page Load Time
Female
Male
Download Speed of Files
Female
Male
Internet Connection – Time of
Day
Female
Male
Internet Connection - Location
Female
Male

M

SD

7.10
6.29

2.54
2.76

7.38
6.66

t
3.40

df
652

p
.001

3.184

652

.002

3.239

652

.001

2.621

652

.009

2.626

652

.003

3.137

652

.002

3.050

652

.002

1.503

652

.133

2.39
2.68

7.67
6.97

2.312
2.537

7.35
6.69

2.64
3.00

6.69
5.97

2.63
2.74

7.15
6.44

2.38
2.80

6.90
6.10

2.82
2.92

6.56
6.15

2.91
3.03

Race
The analysis of variance was computed to examine differences in the satisfaction of
students regarding Wi-Fi on campus and student retention based on race. Table 3 in Appendix C
is a presentation of the ANOVA test. As seen in the table, no significant differences were found
based on race (p > .05).
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Classification
Based on classification, the analysis of variance was computed to examine differences in
the satisfaction of students regarding Wi-Fi on campus and student retention based on
classification. Table 4 in Appendix C is a presentation of the ANOVA test. As seen in the table,
significant differences were found based on classification in the following areas: satisfaction
with accessibility to academic video materials (e.g., YouTube, Vimeo, or similar site);
satisfaction with accessibility to scholarly articles search engine (e.g., Google Scholar or similar
site); satisfaction with unlimited hours allotted browsing time for each student a day; satisfaction
with the average page load time of a web page; satisfaction with the download speed of common
files for research (e.g., Word, PDF, Excel, etc.); satisfaction with availability of internet
connection at any time of the day; and satisfaction with availability of internet connection in
strategic locations (i.e., Library, Dorms, Classrooms, or Student Center) (p < .05).
Table 13 examined the differences in satisfaction based on student classification using a
one-way analysis of variance. Results indicated that there was a significant difference in the
respondents’ perceptions: Access to video, F(5, 648) = 15.58, p = .000; Access to search engine,
F(5, 648) = 10.10, p = .000; Allotted browsing time, F(5, 648) = 7.54, p = .000; Page load time,
F(5, 648) = 12.33, p = .000; Download speed of files, F(5, 648) = 8.09, p = .000; Internet
connection – time, F(5, 648) = 14.02, p = .000; and Internet connection – location , F(5, 648) =
13.66, p = .000. A Tukey HSD post hoc test was performed in order to make pairwise
comparisons between groups at the p < .05 level. The test indicated that respondents classified as
freshmen were less satisfied than were graduate students on access to video and access to search
engine. Sophomores, juniors, and seniors were less satisfied than were graduate students on all
factors. Sophomores were less satisfied than seniors on page load time, internet connection –
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time, and internet connection – location. There were no other significant differences based on
classification. The results suggest that graduate students were more satisfied than were
undergraduate students with the Wi-Fi on campus
Table 13
Significant Differences in Satisfaction Factors based on Classification with Lowerclassmen Less
Satisfied

Sophomores
Juniors
Seniors

Graduate
Students

Freshmen
None
None
None

Access to video
Access to search
engine

Sophomores
None
Page load time
Internet connection – time
Internet connection –
location
All

Juniors Seniors

None

All

All

Summary
Chapter 4 is a presentation of the results of the analyses that were computed to address
the problem of the study and to respond to the research questions. This study focused on
students’ satisfaction with the quality of Wi-Fi and its impact on student retention. The study
examined whether there were differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi of native and transfer
students.
The results of the study indicated in all categories respondents rated high with a rating of
7-10 on a scale of 1-10. Of the questions asked in the study, the question regarding participants
satisfaction with Wi-Fi Internet service on the average page load time of a web page received the
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lowest rating of 47.9%. Participants indicated the most satisfaction with accessibility to tools for
research with a rating of 62.5%.
Significant differences were found between the satisfaction of Wi-Fi of native versus
transfer students. Transfer students had a higher level of satisfaction compared to native students
in each category. There were significant differences found in the participants based on age.
Differences in gender were noted in almost every category. The study showed females had a
greater satisfaction with Wi-Fi than males. In the area of race, no significant differences were
found. With regards to student classification, significant differences were found. Freshman
students were less satisfied with Wi-Fi than graduate students. Overall, students were very
satisfied with the quality of Wi-Fi on campus, and no differences in satisfaction were found
between students who planned to return and those who did not. Transfer students were more
satisfied with W-Fi on campus than were native students. Satisfaction with Wi-Fi on campus was
higher for older students, female students, and graduate students. There were no differences in
satisfaction with Wi-Fi on campus for students based on race.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
Chapter five presents the summary, discussion, implications for research, conclusions,
limitations, recommendations for practitioners and policymakers, and recommendations for
future research. The purpose of the study was to examine students’ satisfaction with Wi-Fi and
how this might impact student retention. This study examined a population of students at one
southeastern university. The study was open to all students ages 18 and older at the university.
The following four research questions were developed for this study:
1. What is the level of satisfaction with the quality of Wi-Fi on campus?
2. Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students who plan to return versus
those who do not?
3. Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students who transferred versus native
students?
4. Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students based on age, gender, race,
and classification?
Discussion
Research Question 1
Research Question 1 asked: “What is the level of satisfaction with the quality of Wi-Fi on
campus”? The responses of the students to this question were ranked as follows:
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Conclusion 1: The level of satisfaction of students with the quality of Wi-Fi on campus
showed that students were very satisfied with the quality of Wi-Fi on campus. This is in
agreement with the study by Berba and Palaoag (2018) in which factors such as access to online
educational materials, duration of Internet access per day, speed of Internet browsing, and
reliability of Internet connectivity were significant predictors of student satisfaction toward the
Internet services. This could mean customer satisfaction is concerned with measuring and
quantifying the level to which a customer is happy with a service, product, or experience gained
from a provider (Berba & Palaoag, 2018), in which it would seem the students at this university
are generally pleased with the quality of Wi-Fi on campus.
Research Question 2
Research Question 2 asked, “Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students
who plan to return versus those who do not?”
Conclusion 2: There were no significant differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for
students who plan to return versus those who do not. This agrees with prior studies which found
some students will not return to school next year. Some reasons are because of family
problems, loneliness, academic struggles, and a lack of money (U.S. News, 2018). This could
mean students are generally satisfied with Wi-Fi and are not retained for other reasons.
The students responded to the question, “Do you plan on returning to this school in the
fall of 2020?” Eighty-eight percent of the students examined in this study indicated that they
planned to return to the same school. Twelve percent of the students examined indicated that
they did not plan to return to the same school. Of the 95 students that indicated they were not
returning, 51 of the students were not returning because they had graduated.
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The students also provided reasons for their unwillingness to return to their school.
Among the reasons provided by the students were the following: personal finances, location,
family reasons, issues with faculty, staff, or students, tuition cost, graduated, feeling of
loneliness, COVID-19, internship, personal problems, decided to transfer, needed a break, and
the fact that they did not like the school.
Research Question 3
Research Question 3 asked, “Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students
who transferred versus native students?”
Conclusion 3: There were significant differences found in the satisfaction with Wi-Fi for
transfer and native students, with transfer student being more satisfied. Transfer students had a
higher level of satisfaction compared to native students in each category researched. This
agrees with prior studies which found community colleges play an essential role in students
obtaining a bachelor’s degree (Mullin, 2012). Nunez and Yoshimi (2016) examined the
experiences of students who transitioned to a small, rural, 4-year university after a time period
when they would have been expected to graduate from the institution. This could mean transfer
students are more satisfied with Wi-Fi and are expected to graduate from the transferred
institution. It is possible that students need training on how to use various technologies (e.g.,
library database or features of Canvas) and then they would be more satisfied.
Significant differences were found between the perceptions of satisfaction with Wi-Fi
internet services of native students and transfer student in the following categories:
1. Satisfaction with accessibility to academic video materials (e.g., YouTube, Vimeo, or
similar site)

55

2. Satisfaction with accessibility to scholarly articles search engine (e.g., Google Scholar or
similar site)
3. Unlimited hours allotted browsing time for each student a day
4. Satisfaction with the average page load time of a web page
5. Satisfaction rating on the download speed of common files for research (e.g., Word, PDF,
Excel, etc.)
6. Availability of internet connection at any time of the day
Research Question 4
Research question 4 asked, “Are there differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students
based on age, gender, race, and classification?”
Conclusion 4: There were differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students based on
age. Older students were generally more satisfied.
Significant differences were found based on age in the following areas: satisfaction with
accessibility to academic video materials (e.g., YouTube, Vimeo, or similar site); satisfaction
with accessibility to scholarly articles search engine (e.g., Google Scholar or similar site);
satisfaction with unlimited hours allotted browsing time for each student a day; Satisfaction with
the average page load time of a web page; satisfaction with the download speed of common files
for research (e.g., Word, PDF, Excel, etc.); satisfaction with availability of internet connection at
any time of the day; satisfaction with availability of internet connection on strategic locations
(i.e., Library, Dorms, Classrooms, or Student Center).
Conclusion 5: There were differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students based on
gender. Gender differences were noted in almost every category. Males and females differed
significantly. Female students were more satisfied with Wi-Fi than male students.
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Male and female students differed significantly in the following areas relating to their
satisfaction level with the Wi-Fi Internet service with regards to their satisfaction with
accessibility to academic video materials (e.g., YouTube, Vimeo, or similar site); satisfaction
with accessibility to scholarly articles search engine (e.g., Google Scholar or similar site);
satisfaction with accessibility to scholarly articles searched: satisfaction with the download speed
of common files for research (e.g., Word, PDF, Excel, etc.); satisfaction with the availability of
internet connection at any time of the day. In each case, the female students had the highest
score, signifying that female students had a greater appreciation and satisfaction with the Wi-Fi
internet services than male students at their institutions.
Conclusion 6: There were no differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students based on
race (p > .05).
Conclusion 7: There were differences in satisfaction with Wi-Fi for students based on
classification. Graduate students were generally more satisfied with the Wi-Fi at the institution
researched.
Significant differences were found based on classification in the following areas:
satisfaction with accessibility to academic video materials (e.g. YouTube, Vimeo, or similar
site); satisfaction with accessibility to scholarly articles search engine (e.g. Google Scholar or
similar site); satisfaction with unlimited hours allotted browsing time for each student a day;
satisfaction with the average page load time of a web page; satisfaction with the download speed
of common files for research (e.g., Word, PDF, Excel, etc.); satisfaction with availability of
internet connection at any time of the day; satisfaction with availability of internet connection on
strategic locations (i.e., Library, Dorms, Classrooms, or Student Center).
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Implications for Research
At the southeastern university used for this study, enrollment dropped from 8,558 (fall
2017) to 7,709 (fall 2018). Anecdotal evidence at the university suggested that many students
did not return because of finances. No research was conducted at the university to find out the
reasons from students. The researcher in the current study is a technology professional and
wondered if technology was a factor when a student decides not to finish the current semester or
not return after the conclusion of the semester. The results of the survey may be used by the
university’s administration, CIOs, and other educational institutions when considering changes in
retention strategies and technology infrastructure.
Technology is a major factor because faculty, staff, and students rely heavily on
technology. Investing in stable Internet/Wi-Fi in the classroom, offices, living, and green spaces
can boost enrollment. Incorporating some form of technology in each class (even a traditional
course) can be a simple change that can raise enrollment. Having leadership that embraces
technology and encourages technology use throughout the college can lead to the college being
viewed as an excellent place to work and to learn. Small changes like allowing students to
upload assignments to a Learning Management System (LMS) rather than bringing the
assignment to class or the option to purchase a digital book versus a physical book are great
enhancements that may raise enrollment or retain students. Being able to connect to the Internet
to complete assignments, play gaming consoles, and connect to various sites has become an area
of importance to students.
Conclusions
Student retention in postsecondary institutions has become a significant area of concern
as graduation rates have declined over the last decade (Talbert, 2012). One of the most
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important reasons for dropping out of school is the fact that many students regret their choice of
program or institution, and they eventually seek to transfer or drop out before they graduate
(Borgen & Borgen, 2015). Educational researchers have considered numerous factors that may
impact student retention. Research exploring the reasons why students dropout generally
concludes that there are numerous reasons why students conclude that they should leave
(Crosling, Heagney, & Thomas, 2009). Strikwerda (2019) emphasized the fact that family
income was a major determinant of whether or not a student would graduate; the higher the
income of the parents, the more likely students will find a way to graduate. The lower the family
income, the more likely the student will not. However, many students fail to graduate due to
personal issues, finances, prior educational gaps, or family problems. This is consistent with the
findings of this study. While the majority of students who participated in this study indicated that
they planned to return, of those who mentioned their intention not to return, the key reasons
given were personal finances; location; family reasons; issues with faculty, staff, or students;
tuition cost; and the fact that they did not like the school. These reasons go beyond what was
reported by Borgen and Borgen (2015), and they are of particular importance when
administrators plan retention strategies for keeping students engaged in school and academic
programs.
Technology is a major factor in the academic structure because faculty, staff, and
students rely heavily on technology. Investing in stable Wi-Fi in the classroom and dormitories
can support enrollment and retention. When technology is incorporated in the classroom, it
promotes further interests in the academic program and can lead to increased interest,
enrollment, and retention. If an institution has a leadership team that embraces technology, it
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will enhance the culture and the learning environment to the point where learning will be
accelerated.
According to Patro (2015). “there is a rapid growth in Internet usage over wireless
networks. This growth has been fueled by the increasing penetration of Wi-Fi networks as well
as the widespread adoption of mobile platforms and handheld devices” (p. 1). This study was
completed during the COVID-19 pandemic and the importance of having stable Wi-Fi on
campus was vital during these times. Since the majority of, if not all learning on campuses has
shifted to online learning, ensuring students are satisfied with Wi-Fi is no longer an option.
Student retention has also been noted as one of the top five reasons why distance
education programs fail (Arhin & Wang’Eri, 2018). The retention of students is considered one
of the greatest weaknesses in distance education. List and Nadasen (2016) believed that distance
education learners may struggle to successfully integrate within the institution because they may
be limited in direct contact with faculty and peers. Retention is a function of the collaboration of
institutional, personal, and social factors. Retention is a significant factor when measuring an
institution’s accountability, effectiveness, and quality. Retention is also an important determinant
of the accomplishment of the institution’s mission to educate and prepare students for life after
graduation. Sometimes, students, by dropping out, send a signal that that the institution is failing
to prepare and support them. There are big financial losses incurred that are influenced by
students dropping out. According to Arhin and Wang’Eri (2018), high dropout rates may hurt
students and cause emotional distress for non-completion. Retaining students is essential because
of the economic impact on increasing human capital and increasing tax revenue for the
government.
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Many students end up regretting their choice of program or institution and eventually
conclude that they should dropout (Borgen & Borgen, 2015). It is critical that educators help
students to develop clear educational goals and provide guidance that would enable them to
make more informed choices, which, in turn, may improve student retention, according to
Borgen and Borgen (2015).
Limitations
The study was limited based on students’ truthfulness as they completed the survey. The
value of the data was dependent upon the accuracy of students’ responses. The typical time spent
for participants to complete the survey was two minutes and 55 seconds. It was not considered
that graduating students did not have a retention problem but would not return the next semester
because they were graduating. A test-retest method was conducted on the survey instrument to
ensure validity. The study was also conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Recommendations for Practitioners and Policymakers
Institutions should recognize the views proposed by Manyanga et al. (2017). The
recommendations will provide a better understanding of the culture and orientation of the student
body. Such information will be a valuable source of information regarding the experiences of
transfer students and improve the institution’s options regarding retention. This information is
also valuable to departments such as Enrollment Management and Information Technology to
assist with planning for the upcoming fiscal year’s resources and activities. The following are
recommendation for practitioners and policymakers:
1. Academic success and retention should be redefined and expanded to reflect the typical
modern-day student
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2. Data-driven models for predicted probabilities of degree completion rates should be
compiled, integrated, and shared
3. Regular updates of dropouts should be shared and discussed institution-wide and across
academic disciplines
4. Exit interviews can serve as an effective evaluation tool by providing great insight into
areas where changes are needed.
Recommendations for Future Research
In order to build upon the knowledge gained from this study and previous studies, the
following are recommended for future research:
1. A study should be conducted to understand the barriers and challenges that impact
transfer students and their academic success.
2. A study should be conducted to determine the predictors of academic success of transfer
students. In addition, a qualitative study should be conducted to examine the academic
success of transfer students to determine the influence of non-academic factors, such as
self-confidence, goals, commitment, social support, and social involvement on retention.
3. A study should be conducted to understand what undergraduates students are using Wi-Fi
for and how the intended use explains the difference in satisfaction.
4. A study should be conducted to determine if there is a difference in satisfaction between
on campus versus off campus students.
5. A study should be conducted to determine if there are interaction between age, transfer,
and classification since they may be older working students.
6.

A study should be conducted to understand students’ satisfaction of computer
laboratories, LMS, and other technologies used on campuses.
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7. A study should be conducted to explore more in-depth reasons for dissatisfaction among
students from certain groups (e.g., younger, male).
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Instructions: Thank you for agreeing to participate in our research. This survey is designed to
gather students' perceptions of Wi-Fi on campus before COVID-19. You will also be asked to
answer some questions about yourself. All the information you provide in this survey is
confidential. It will take approximately 5 minutes to complete this survey. Your participation in
this study is greatly appreciated. There are no "right" or "wrong" answers. Your opinion is what
is desired in this survey. At the end of the survey, you will be asked if you would like to opt into
a drawing for a $50 Amazon gift card. If you wish to do so, the information you enter for the
drawing will be separated from your survey responses so that your answers cannot be traced
back to you.
Section I: Demographics
1. Age
• 18-19
• 20-23
• 24-29
• 30-39
• 40-55
• Over 55
2. Gender
• Male
• Female
3. What is your racial or ethnic identification?
• American Indian or other Native American
• Asian or Pacific Islander
• Black or African American
• Caucasian (other than Hispanic)
• Mexican-American
• Puerto Rican
• Other Hispanic
• Other
4. What is your classification in college?
• Freshman
• Sophomore
• Junior
• Senior
• Graduate Student
• Unclassified
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5. Did you begin college here or did you transfer from a community college (with or
without an Associate’s degree)?
• Started here
• Transferred
6. Do you plan on returning to this school in the fall of 2020?
a. Yes
b. No
i. If no, why not?
1. Family reasons
2. Personal finances
3. Tuition cost
4. Did not like the school
5. Location
6. Issue with faculty/staff/student
7. Other _____________
Section II: Wi-Fi
7. On a scale of 1-10 (10 being the best/highest), please rate your satisfaction level in the
Wi-Fi Internet service according to the following factors:
a. Satisfaction Rating on accessibility to academic video materials (e.g. YouTube,
Vimeo, or similar site)
• 10
• 9
• 8
• 7
• 6
• 5
• 4
• 3
• 2
• 1

•
•
•
•
•
•

b. Satisfaction Rating on accessibility to scholarly articles search engine (e.g.
Google Scholar or similar site)
10
9
8
7
6
5
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•
•
•
•

4
3
2
1

8.
Satisfaction Rating on accessibility to tools for research (e.g., the university's research
databases or Canvas)
• 10
• 9
• 8
• 7
• 6
• 5
• 4
• 3
• 2
• 1
9. Number of hours of internet browsing in a day
• 1
• 2
• 3
• 4
• 5
• 6
• 7
• 8
• 9
• 10
• 10 + (10 hours and above)
10. Number of times or frequency of connecting to internet in a day
• 1 time a day
• 2 times a day
• 3 times a day
• 4 times a day
• 5 times a day
• 6 times a day
• 7 times a day
• 8 times a day
• 9 times a day
• 10 times a day
• 10 + times (10 times and more a day)
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11. On a scale of 1-10 (10 being the best/highest), please rate your satisfaction level in the
Wi-Fi Internet service according to the following factors:
a. Unlimited hours allotted browsing time for each student a day
i. 10
ii. 9
iii. 8
iv. 7
v. 6
vi. 5
vii. 4
viii. 3
ix. 2
x. 1
12. Average page load time of a web page
a. 1 second
b. 2 seconds
c. 3 seconds
d. 4 seconds
e. 5 seconds
f. 6 seconds
g. 7 seconds
h. 8 seconds
i. 9 seconds
j. 10 seconds
k. 10 + (10 seconds and above)
13. On a scale of 1-10 (10 being the best/highest), please rate your satisfaction level in the
Wi-Fi Internet service according to the following factors:
a. Satisfaction rating on the average page load time of a web page
i. 10
ii. 9
iii. 8
iv. 7
v. 6
vi. 5
vii. 4
viii. 3
ix. 2
x. 1
b. Satisfaction rating on the download speed of common files for research (e.g.,
Word, PDF, Excel, etc.)
i. 10
ii. 9
iii. 8
82

iv.
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.
ix.
x.

7
6
5
4
3
2
1

14. On a scale of 1-10 (10 being the best/highest), please rate your satisfaction level in the
Wi-Fi Internet service according to the following factors:
a. Availability of internet connection at any time of the day
i. 10
ii. 9
iii. 8
iv. 7
v. 6
vi. 5
vii. 4
viii. 3
ix. 2
x. 1
b. Availability of internet connection on strategic locations (i.e., Library, Dorms,
Classrooms, or Student Center)
i. 10
ii. 9
iii. 8
iv. 7
v. 6
vi. 5
vii. 4
viii. 3
ix. 2
x. 1
15. What times of the day do you often access the “Internet? (Pick all that apply.)”
a. 6 AM-12 Noon
b. 12 Noon-6 PM
c. 6 PM-12 Midnight
d. 12 Midnight-6AM
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Table C1
Independent Samples t-test- Differences between Students who Plan to Return to School Versus Those Who Did Not
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Table C1 (Continued)
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Table C1 (Continued)
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Table C1 (Continued)
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Table C1 (Continued)
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Table C2
ANOVA—Age and Perceptions of Wi-Fi on Campus and Student Retention
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Table C2 (Continued)
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Table C3
ANOVA- Race by Students Perceptions
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Table C3 (Continued)
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Table C4
ANOVA- Differences in perceptions of Wi-Fi Internet Services Based on Classification
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Table C4 (Continued)
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